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... I'll be right at the end, above all, yes, we'll have to go very quickly 
because I'd like us to do a final recap session and especially a recap of 
all the missed opportunities, where it's you who would speak in saying 
that such and such things that we haven't seen, we should have seen 
them, all that. So I continue. 


You see roughly where we are: we are, in fact... in fact, I would have 
liked it to be, without us realizing it, we have already left the action- 
image then, and then maybe even more. We got out of the action- 
image since everything we've done for several sessions... [Pause] 
[1:00] 


[The annoying sound of a creaking door, students arriving late] All we 
have... 


-- Shit ! -- [ Break ; noises interrupt him again; laughs]... had emerged 
this notion, this concept of pure optical sound images. But a cinema 
that is based or that produces optical-sound images as pure, [Pause] 
[2:00] is what allowed us to group, what? A whole set, a whole set 
that included both Italian neorealism and the two aspects... — [Another 
door noise] No! Pity, pity, pity! ! ! Ah! [ Break ; we hear the grunts of 
Deleuze] Ah! [Pause] Yes, see all that, what — Ah, yes, and Italian neo- 
realism and the new French cinema with its two branches, with what 
is commonly referred to as its two branches, [3:00] namely: the new 
wave, on the one hand, what was called, at one time -- I believe I'm 
not mistaken -- the "right bank", and then the other trend, which was 
more or less simultaneously, the Resnais trend. 


And indeed, we will have to see how it is not the same thing, but for 
the moment, I am looking for the common denominator of all that. 
The Resnais tendency that was called, I believe, the "left bank", it, 
since the new wave from the Cahiers [du cinema] was right bank, 
that's it, yes! So the right bank cinema, and the left bank cinema, and 
then what we saw on a new American cinema, all that gives us a 
whole set, where really we came out of [4:00] 


sensory-motor images -- whether they belong to the classic S-A-S form 
or to the classic A-S-A form -- we got out of the sensory-motor images 
to reach something, which for us, that we are beginning to see taking 
shape, but which remain very unusual in their status: optical images 
and sound images, pure optical images, pure sound images. 


And it is at this level that perhaps what had been sought for a long 
time and perhaps had found was realized... [Another noise; pause] -- 
I'm going to throw a fit! I feel, I feel that I have my crisis coming! 
[Deleuze whispers, either to himself or to someone close to him] Ah! 
Here are some more! And it's not over ! [5:00] [ Break; door noises 
continue when 


students come in late] Listen... [Deleuze's chair is heard getting up 
and leaving, saying something inaudible] [Recording interrupted] 
[5:25] 


[Noise from the students, Deleuze came back] Yes, I usually can't 
stand it, but now I can't stand it... -- Well then, ... yes, this production 
of these types of images, I'm saying in a way, it was fulfilling a dream 
that was common, that was common.... — [Pause; the sound of the 
door again] [6:00] [ Deleuze is heard murmuring: I'm going to bring a 
gun there, I'm going to bring a gun there] -- ... which was common, 
well, which existed for a very, very long time in the cinema, and it 
was the same dream as the one that was also posed for many in 
painting or in literature, which was: how, in a certain way, to 
overcome the duality between an abstract cinema and a narrative 
cinema- illustrative? I say the same as how to overcome the duality 
between a painting... -- [ Long pause; sounds of the creaking door] 
[7:00] It's mind-blowing! 


[Pause] -- yes, you see how to overcome all that, what ... [Laughs] I 
think that especially in what we can call, very broadly, the French 
school before the war, it was a concern absolutely, it was a very active 
concern for them: how to overcome this duality since they were very 
sensitive to the existence of an abstract, purely optical cinema. 

[Pause] [8:00] On the other hand, forms of narration existed and were 
being created, both of the S-A-S and A-S-A types, and now what they 
were looking for was something else, even at the level of Grémillon, of 
L'Herbier, how to overcome this duality of the abstract and the 
figurative-illustrative-narrative? Good - 


[Music is heard from outside] Oh, I feel it's beautiful and very, very... 


[Laughs] well, listen, I'm trying to calm down, and then we're going to 
move forward very slowly... Ah! 


[ Pause] — 


And I think that, for example, if you resume - we will have to do it, 
but fortunately not today -- if we resume Artaud's texts on cinema 
[9:00], you constantly see -- 


and in my opinion, he did not invent it, this theme -- but you 
constantly see coming back, as a basic proposition, how to get out of 
this duality? And he tells us all the time, the cinema 


"abstract", it is purely optical! Yes ! But it does not determine affects. 
It does not reach, it does not reach the real affects, [Pause] and 
narrative-illustrative cinema, he says: no interest. 


And he goes -- we will see very curious texts by Artaud -- he goes so 
far as to say: how to reach optical situations [10:00] -- the word is in 
Artaud himself, when I have it found while rereading Artaud, I was 
extremely happy —- “how to reach optical situations that shake the 
soul? Curious, this wording! But since he took part in a film, that will 
pose for us... and that he broke up with the director of this film, 
saying that we had betrayed him, all that. What did he want? 
Obviously it is not a question of saying that he had a presentiment of 
what was going to happen next, that he had a presentiment of neo- 
realism or the new wave, obviously not. But what did he mean on his 
own account, and how is it that, by absolutely different means, it 
came back to us, that is to say sonic optical images, which shake or 
are supposed to shake, as he says, the soul? 


So good, but these optical images, we have seen how they go beyond 
[11:00] the action-image. 


They go beyond the action-image because they break with the chain of 
perceptions and actions. They break with the chain of perceptions and 
actions, at what level? 


Understand! At the double level: and of the spectator who sees the 
image, obviously, but above all, at the level of the character since it is 
not abstract cinema, at the level of the character that we see on the 
screen. The character seen on the screen is no longer in a sensory- 
motor situation, or 


at least you qualify. Of course, he still is, he's still a little bit, but we 
saw, with the whole theme of the walk, with the whole theme of this 
character who walks, who finds himself in situations, in events that do 
not belong to him. All that, we saw all that, that this character was a 
new type of character, [12:00] exactly as there was in the novel a new 
type of character, and that the only way to define this character on 
the he screen was to say: well yes, it is in a very particular type of 
situation, it is in pure optical or sound situations. And in a sense, he 
was looking at you, in fact, when I said Tati, the comic of Tati, that's 
it, the comic of Tati, it's a comic of the optical-sound image. What 
does Tati do? Absolutely nothing, except a step. 


What is funny though? It is the interplay of optical and sound images 
for themselves with this wandering character, the walk, the walk of 
the character among pure optical-sound situations. We have 
completely come out of the sensory-motor process, and it is because 
this cinema has come out of the sensory-motor process that I can say: 
we have therefore come out of the action-image. [13:00] How is it 
that at the same time... I would like to convey that much more, and 
more deeply, we have also come out of the movement-image, and that 
we are in the process of approaching, in fact , which we had reserved 
from the beginning, since since the beginning of the year, we have 
taken care of the movement-image, but saying all the time: but 
beware, it is only a type of ‘picture. And we made our movement- 
image ramifications in all directions, perception-image, action-image, 
affection-image, and each type of image branched out. So we have all 
kinds of categories, we have 20, we have 30, whatever you want, 
whatever we needed. But the movement-image which branched out in 
this way was only one type of image. 


However, the optical sound images seem to remain movement-images. 
Something is moving. Notice that yes and no. [14:00] I say yes and no 
because is it by chance that the fixed shot or the sequence shot takes 
on fundamental importance in this type of cinema, in connection with 
the optical-sound images? That does not prevent that, in many cases, 
there is no static shot, there is no sequence shot, and there is truly 
movement, movement both of the camera and movement captured by 
the camera. . Yes, there is movement, but what is important is, when 
movement is reduced to the interplay of optical and sound images, 
perhaps the image then -- although affected by movement on his own 
account -- but it is no longer the same movement as in the sensory- 
motor scheme, perhaps then these images, optical and sound, [15:00] 


even in movement, enter into a fundamental relationship with another 
type of image which is no longer the movement-image. 


So that I say well: the concept... -- [Pause; noises of doors and 
movement of people] oh, listen... [Pause, silence from Deleuze] 
[Laughs] But what time is it? [ Break ; sounds of students talking to 
each other] Well, that’s tragic! [4:00 p.m.] It’s tragic! [ Break ; general 
silence] What's curious is that I usually don't notice it at this point, or 
it's that today it's still... Well, well ... - Yes, you see... I don't know 
what you need to see anymore, but I feel that I would like you to see 
something. 


So, then, you see, you see. 


So [Pause] I say, it's good at the same time as it happens in the cinema 
and elsewhere. And indeed, I insisted on the meeting, we, for 
example, in France, between New Cinema and 


[17:00] the New Roman, good. I take four basic propositions that 
Robbe-Grillet 


presents as fundamental elements of the New Roman. And their 
translation in terms of cinema is done immediately, that is to say: how 
did the same thing happen in the cinema? 


First proposition: privileged character of... -- these propositions you 
find scattered in his theoretical collection, Pour un nouveau roman -- 
first proposition: privileged character of "optics", [18:00] privilege of 
the eye. Hence the name given, once again, to the New Novel from the 
start: "school of the gaze". Notice, in fact, it should be said that it is an 
eye-ear privilege. There is no less sound than optics. And why, 
according to Robbe-Grillet, why does he value this privilege of at least 
the eye -- since in the pages I'm thinking of, he only speaks of the 
optics -- why this privilege of the eye and the rigor of the ear? He says 
because it's the only... [Pause; again, a creaking of the door] 


Because he says that in the end, you have to do with what you have, 
he is very nuanced -- these are practical remarks -- you have to do 
with what you have, and if you think about it, the eye is 


[19:00] the least "corrupt" organ. And what does he mean by 
"corrupt"? [ Break ; again, the sounds of the door and movements] 


I am in the situation where I hesitate; I hesitate: so am I going to have 
a nervous breakdown or am I not going to have it? Because... I would 
have to say to myself, if I have a nervous breakdown... yes, no... 
[someone speaks] What? 


A student: You have to breathe. 
Another student: You have to breathe. 


Deleuze: You have to breathe, but maybe I want to have it, my crisis. 
[Laughs] 


Student: You're not serious! 
Another student: You laugh! [20:00] 


Deleuze: Yes, well, it's a grin, it's not even a... It's... Oh well, listen... [ 
Laughter, sounds of students talking to each other; pause] Still, it's not 
in my head today, it's not like that usually, huh? 


A few students: It's often like that... you have to ask to grease the 
door... it's a storm... it's the noise of the door. [ Break] 


Deleuze: Again, again... [Pause] Well, listen, I'm going to go to the 
secretariat, huh, as I have things to do there, and then... I'm sorry, but 
that's not my [21: 00] fault! 


[ Pause recording] [21:02] 


Deleuze: ... Well, earlier, it was last week... [Laughs] There... I say yes: 
[Robbe-Grillet] says a very simple thing in the end, what makes us 
prevent you from seeing? In this first point, it must be as concrete as 
possible. How come we can't see anything? You already understand 
the... How is that a question? As I am looking for common 
denominators, Godard tells us that too all the time. But we are ina 
situation 


where you don't see anything, you don't see the images. They are not 
telling us what we see, they are images! all that, no, it's not... You are 
in front of images, but you don't see. And why don't we see an image 
or why don't we see what's in an image? Well, for all sorts of reasons. 
It's that [22:00] at every moment, I will summarize everything by 
saying, it's not difficult: because, we live in a world of sensory-motor 


images and that extracting optical or sound images pure, that already 
presupposes a whole production that is art, and that the images that 
make up our world are sensory-motor images. So, in a way, it is forced 
that we do not see anything. 


It's a lot of work: extracting images that show. Our images, they do 
not give to see. The current images, they do not give to see; they are 
truly "common" in the exact sense of the word. And why do "current" 
sensory-motor images give us nothing to see? 


They give us nothing to see, and here Robbe-Grillet is more precise, 
because, [23:00] 


Finally, as soon as we look at something, we are assailed by what? We 
are assailed by memories, associations of ideas, metaphors, meanings. 
All of that is not the same. 


But it is like a group of shadows that prevents us from seeing. We 
have in the head, already let's see, what does that mean, what does it 
look like? What does it remind us of? And indeed, it is our sad 
condition; it is a very sad condition, you know, that of people, and we 
are all such people if we are not very careful! They can't see 
something without it reminding them of something. 


And all this literature and all this culture of memory, of the 
association of ideas, [24:00] 


all this childishness, all these... all this, all this, all these metaphors 
which assail us in which we live, all this, it absolutely destroys us! 
And Robbe-Grillet therefore launches his great attack against 
significations, metaphors, etc., and thinks that the eye -- and this is 
where he will favor optics -- that the eye is the The organ despite 
everything, and taking everything very relatively into account, is 
relatively the organ most apt to shake up the apparatus of metaphors, 
significations, associations, in order to see only what it sees, that is to 
say say lines and colors, but above all lines. This is [25:00] Robbe- 
Grillet's first remark. 


Second remark: but beware! If we suppose an eye which is therefore 
extracted from sensory-motor situations and their procession: signifier, 
associative, memorial, etc., if we suppose such an eye, what does it 
see, this eye ? He sees pictures. But what are “images”? 


Images are not objects; they are descriptions of objects. And there, he 
launches this notion of "description of objects" to which he is very 
attached since, according to him, the New Novel, but also the new 


cinema, will not make us see objects or people, but will make us see 
[26:00] for descriptions. What is optical is the description of people 
and objects. 


Moreover, [it] is not excluded that in certain forms -- and this is 
perhaps where art would begin, not sure but... -- that in certain forms, 
the description replaces the object . Not only would it be valid for the 
object, but it is what would be the true object. It would replace the 
object, it would destroy the object, it would erase the object. And 
Robbe-Grillet tells us: yes, in the classic novel, if you take a 
description from Balzac, you see that it aims at an object ora 
situation. But in the New Roman, it is not like that. The description 
has replaced the object, [27:00] the description has erased the object 
-- page 81 --: "the optical description is that which 


establishes the distances most easily. The gaze, if it wants to remain a 
simple gaze” -- 


that is to say without metaphor or association of ideas — “the gaze if it 
wants to remain simple gaze, leave things in their place respectively. 
But it also has its risks. Landing unexpectedly on a detail, he isolates 
it, extracts it, would like to take it forward, notes its failure, persists, 
no longer succeeds either in removing it completely, or in putting it 
back. in place. . .. However, these risks remain among the least. . . we 
have to operate with the means at hand." [ See the discussion of the 
description by Robbe-Grillet in LImage-Temps , p. 15; pp. 63-64; for 
the text here by Robbe-Grillet, see Pour a new novel, pp. 65-66 (Paris: 
Minuit, 1963)] 


And what will be the means at hand, then, of pure optical description? 
Page 159 [28:00]: 


[Pause while Deleuze searches for the quotation] “[In the old novel, ] 
the description served to situate the outline of a setting, then to 
illuminate some particularly revealing elements. . . . It claimed to 
reproduce a pre-existing reality; [on the contrary now] she now 
affirms her creative function. She made things visible [in the old 
novel] and now [now] she seems to be destroying them as if her 
relentlessness in discussing them was only intended to confuse them. 
the lines, to make them incomprehensible, to make them disappear 
completely" - [Sound of the door] Not so closed, huh? -- "It is not 
uncommon, in fact, in modern novels, to encounter a description that 


starts from nothing; it does not first give an overview, it seems to be 
born from a small fragment of no importance. [29:00] . . . from which 
she invents lines, plans, an architecture; and one has all the more the 
impression that she invents them that suddenly she contradicts herself, 
repeats herself, resumes herself, bifurcates , etc. However, we begin to 
glimpse something, and we believe that this something is going to 
become clearer. But the lines of the drawing accumulate, overload, 
deny each other, move, so that the image is questioned as it is built" [ 
See Pour un nouveau roman , pp. 126-127 (Paris: Midnight, 1963); 
square brackets indicate Deleuze's additions] 


“The image is questioned as it is constructed”; for example, there is a 
film, it is the very example of this process, "the image is questioned as 
it is constructed", it would be "Les Carabiniers" by Godard, where 
there, the technique is very precise: there is no other description of 
this technique: "the image is questioned as it is constructed." 


Yet how... ah yes: "A few more paragraphs, and when the description 
comes to an end, we realize that it [30:00] has left nothing standing, 
behind it: it is accomplished in a double movement of creation and 
erasing” [See Pour un nouveau roman, p. 127 (Paris: Midnight, 
1963)]. Here, then, is the second principle that Robbe-Grillet seeks to 
bring out: optical description. 


See: first principle: privilege of the eye; second principle: not the 
optical object, but the optical description. Third principle: Why? Why 
insist so much on the optical description which ends up erasing the 
object, replacing the object, taking the place of the object? It's because 
-- and that's why Robbe-Grillet didn't like the expression 


"school of the gaze" -- it is because he is very attached to the idea that 
pure optical images are not at all objective or objectivist images. 
Much more, as he will say, but perhaps then by exaggerating the other 
aspect, [31:00] as he will say: the New Roman is the novel of total 
subjectivity; it is the novel of total subjectivity, hence the importance 
of not linking the pure optical image or the pure sound image to 
object objectivity, to object objectivity, to 


the objectivity of something. If the pure optical image is pure 
description that erases the object, it is obvious that it refers to a total 
subjectivity. 


And indeed, what has been called "The optical situation", there, I 
continue to want to say, and it seems to me, it is the third great idea 
of Robbe-Grillet in his theoretical writings, this idea of the New 
Roman as a novel of subjectivity. It is very simple to understand. 
Imagine yourself once again in pure optical situations. I was saying 
then, Iam taking my new example here from a case that we have 
already [32:00] studied in American cinema, "Taxi Driver" by 
Scorsese. How is the character there on his walk -- he is on a walk 
since he is a taxi driver, well -- how is he in a purely optical situation? 
Of course, he is in a sensory-motor situation in relation to his car, he 
is driving it. But his attention as floating, concerning the tension, 
making a contribution to the psycho-pathology, to the pathology of 
the taxi driver. 


Why is he delirious? Why is he fantasizing? If we have the answer, we 
understand why they are fundamentally racist, why there, they are 
hatching a kind of enormous racist delirium. Finally Scorsese, he 
showed very, very well -- but with our [33:00] taxi drivers, it also 
works very, very strongly -- it is that they are indeed in a rather 
delusional situation , eh. I mean from the point of view of 
occupational disease, occupational disease of the taxi driver, you 
understand, he is stuck in his little box, eh where, there, he is in a 
sensory-motor situation, excitation-reaction. A car is coming, you have 
to avoid it, you have to overtake it, all that, it's pure sensory-motor. 


But simultaneously with that, we can clearly see how it can be mixed; 
it is a very good example for our nuances, for the nuances that we 
want to bring each time. Of course, he has a whole sensory region of 
himself involved in the sensory-motor process, but he has a whole part 
of himself, and it gets mixed up oddly, which is in a pure optical 
situation and no longer in a situation at all. sensory-motor, namely his 
drawling attention or what is happening on the sidewalk 


-- and that is what Scorsese showed admirably; this is where it is a 
modern film, 


[34:00] Scorsese's film -- his floating attention where what happens on 
the sidewalk is no longer captured at all in a sensory-motor situation, 
namely: I see, I act according to what I see, but in a pure optical 
situation. He goes through the streets there, and then he sees a group 
of whores on the sidewalk, next to three guys who are fighting, next 
to a little child rummaging in a trash can, next, etc., and, he is exactly, 
all things considered, in the same situation as the bourgeoise of 
Rossellini in "Europe 51" who, too, for other reasons, but also for class 
reasons -- if you want real sociology, she is not in what this cinema 


represents, contrary to what the first commentators of neo-realism 
believed -- [35:00] it is, on the contrary, much deeper in this cinema 
itself because in the class situation of the bourgeois d "Europe 51", the 
factory. The factory, it is in a purely optical situation and it is because 
it is in a purely optical situation -- you will tell me, everyone is in a 
purely optical situation in relation to a factory unless they are a 
worker -- no way. We pass ten times in front of Renault, we are in a 
sensory-motor situation, we say: "oh it's a factory". What would that 
be, an optical situation? What does Rossellini's bourgeoise do? She has 
a power, she did not make a special effort. It's not a special effort, she 
is there and all of a sudden, all of a sudden, she says: "What is that? 
What is that ? What do I see wrong with that? What's the difference 
between that and a prison? 


What is this ? [36:00] This is the optical situation. This is where we 
already find the 


theme that we will not cease to find. The optical situation is not at all 
a situation of indifference, it is a situation which fundamentally cuts 
through and shakes the soul. 


So good, and the type of "Taxi Driver", good he goes for his walk, he is 
in an optical situation in relation to the streets, in relation, if you like, 
I would say, he is in a sensory-motor situation in relation to the 
roadway . But compared to the streets and everything that happens in 
the streets, he is in a pure optical situation. If necessary, he will see 
through his rear view mirror. He sees, there... he parades, it's a pure 
and sonorous optical parade, and at the same time, what is spinning in 
his head? See that the joints, the sensory-motor joints are therefore 
cut. In an optical situation, what is fundamentally cut [37:00] is the 
perception-movement, perception-action articulation. That, we had 
seen at the end of the last time, hence these ill-adapted gestures, etc. 
When we are in an optical situation, hence the detail that is wrong, as 
said... the importance of the detail that false fact, clumsy action, 
frozen action or action that occurs, time that is not the right time, etc. 


So, I don't know what, -- already, I'm losing my mind today, yeah -- so 
in relation to the pavement, he's fine, in the ordinary sensory-motor 
situation, in relation to the sidewalk, he's in a pure optical situation. 
And this optical situation where the perception-action links, where the 
perception-movement links seem cut -- we'll see what that means, 


that's what I had, 


[38:00] yes I had finished on that the last time -- seem cut, 
interrupted, allows a kind of outbreak of delirium, namely racist 
delirium, "oh but, we're not at home anymore", "oh, everywhere look, 
oh, oh, all women are whores, etc., etc. ”, delirium so common in the 
brains of a taxi driver, but which you cannot understand, it seems to 
me, independently of this is that pure optical situations -- how can I 
put it? -- call for concretions that are either fantastical, delusional, or 
dreamy, a whole world that could be qualified very broadly -- but 
we'll see where that takes us lead it -- from the "imaginary", a situation 
of fantasies, of delirium [39:00] Hence the final delirium of the taxi 
driver, his acting out at that moment, or when it will reconnect with 
the sensory-motor, it will be in the form of catastrophe, of killing, 
even hesitating always with this clumsiness or alternative side: “Am I 
killing myself? No, I'm going to kill someone", etc., etc. So here is the 
third characteristic: it is indeed images that total subjectivity, pure 
optical images, they are images invested by a total subjectivity. 


And finally, the last characteristic of Robbe-Grillet is when, if only to 
mark the difference between the generations, he said, well yes -- in 
the end he was paying homage, he was not one of those pathetic 
people who explained that Sartre was over and out of date -- but, with 
a lot of nuances, he said, yes, there is a generation difference between 
Sartre and us. [40:00] And the generation difference, he tried to 
situate it; he said, obviously Nausea, that was a very, very important 
thing for us; all of Sartre's work, it was essential, all that. But what 
distinguishes the New Roman from a novel, for example, like La 
Nausée? He was saying, well, it's just that we -- he wasn't saying it was 
better -- 


he said, we have been led to bring out pure optical situations, whereas 
with Sartre, there is a presence of the world, but it is not first of all an 
optical presence, not at all an optical presence. Nor is it, how shall I 
put it, he did not know how to suppress all meanings; even if he 
translated them into absurdity, or into nausea, it is still a mode of 


meaning. Nausea, the absurd, Robbe-Grillet says: we don't even say 
that the world is absurd anymore [41:00] because it might have been 
true, it's over; for us, it is not absurd... 


It makes me think of remarks by Altman saying, the world, it is not 


absurd since the characters are as absurd as the world. Finally, the 
problem is no longer that of the absurd, that is no longer the problem. 
And also, he also distinguished himself from Sartre by saying: we, 
obviously, we no longer believe in commitment, we no longer believe 
in a literature of commitment. See how this really forms the fourth 
principle of pure optical situations. 


Why does he no longer believe in commitment? For a thousand 
reasons. A committed literature, he says, no, that's not the problem for 
us, and he says that we'll call it "art for art's sake", but it isn't, it 
doesn't have not important. We ended up believing that the important 
thing is for art to make its own mutations. We no longer believe in 
socialist realism, but he says all that without being too easy, without 
making fun of it too much, that's what's good. [42:00] We no longer 
believe much in socialist realism, we no longer believe in 
commitment, we rather think that art must make its own mutations, 
and that's how it is... [ Interruption of recording] [42:10] 


... In this perspective, the proper task of this art -- I am not saying of 
all art, it is indeed an attempt, it speaks of a precise attempt -- the task 
of this art, it was what ? It was indeed to produce optical and sound 
images. And how was it active? That's not a commitment; no, it's not a 
commitment. And yet this is not at all indifferent, since, once again, 
this supposes that we do not even know what such an image is. 


We live in a world of clichés, good. So, obviously, a shameless 
advertiser, a shameless publicist will say, "but producing sound and 
optical images, that's what I've been doing since [43:00]..., that's my 
job". Nothing at all ! It produces the opposite, it produces clichés. It 
produces clichés, that is to say, it produces visual excitations which 
will trigger conforming behavior in the... in the perceiver, in the 
spectator. Namely, it produces a cliche of a box of noodles, and the 
cliche is supposed to trigger the “go buy this brand of noodles” guy. 
And thereupon, shameless, the publicist says, “I am the poet of the 
modern world”. Poet my ass because it's... obviously, no need to say it, 
it's the opposite of all poetry. But what is difficult to say is how it is 
the opposite of all poetry. 


Obviously, it is the opposite of all poetry because poetry, [44:00] at 
least at the level at which it is defined - I am not saying that this 
applies to all poetry — at the level at which it is defined, is to erase 
cliches, remove cliches, break sensory-motor associations, bring 
cliches out of cliches, pure optical and sound images which, instead of 
triggering predictable behaviors in individuals, will shake the 
individual to the bottom of his his soul. 


Hence the running theme of, again, of Godard, but obviously it's true 
both that we live in a world of clichés and that we only see and we 
don't even know what it is only an image because we don't know how 
to see an image, and we don't know how to see what's in an image. 
[Pause] [45:00] Hence the whole theme, you don't need an art of 
commitment, you need an art that has its own action in itself, that is 
to say that arouses in us, what? Which, producing images, images 
literally unheard of for sound images, a je ne sais quoi for visual 
images, is such that it makes us grasp what is intolerable, and which it 
arouses in us, therefore to speak like Rossellini, love and pity. You tell 
me all that, it's passive. No, the construction of a revolutionary 
movement, in which such a 
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production, consisting in [46:00] producing images which make us see 
the intolerable, and which arouse deep within us love and pity, well, 
it goes without saying that such an art can very well participate to a 
revolutionary machine, but in any case, it is not at all a committed 
literature, it is not a committed cinema; it is a cinema of the pure 
optical sound image. 


These, then, are the four characteristics of Robbe-Grillet. I say, well, 
they apply to the New Roman, but also to the new realism, new 
French cinema and new American cinema. So that is the question 
before us. I would like to specify it because it will become a little bit 
more complicated there. And since today is off to a bad start, I don't 
know what will happen. 


See where I am. What I now consider to be done [47:00] is how these 
optical and sound images are something other than action-images. But 
what still worries me is their status, that is to say these optical and 
sound images, what are they going to provoke, what are they going to 
give birth to in us ? [Pause] What are they going to bring to life in us? 
What I mean is still my problem: are there other types of images than 
the movement-image, and what would that be, images of a another 
type, images that would no longer be moving images? This is how I 
was saying a real status of the optical sound image, we are still far 
from having it. [48:00] Well, what would that be? We draw a broad 
line, we draw a broad line, and I say that we have to start again on 
new bases; we are completely done with the action-image, good. Now, 
and this will be our conclusion until the end, it could be called 
"beyond the movement-image", my question being once again: are, are 


optical images and sounds — [ Pause; sound of the door] Are you 
closing? 


[Pause] Ah, it has calmed down, I feel -- do the optical and sound 
images give rise to images within us or give rise to images of another 
type outside, images that are no longer 


[49:00] moving images? 


Well, there, then, I propose to you - that way, it will coincide, our end 
will coincide with our beginning -- I propose to you to come back to 
this author whom we left, and yet whom we never left in one certain 
way, namely Bergson. Because you remember the point where we had 
arrived very quickly at the beginning of our sessions concerning 
Bergson. We said, there is a very famous thesis of his from Bergson 
which consists in saying: positions in space are instantaneous cuts of 
movement, and true movement is something other than a sum of 
positions in space. 'space. But we had seen that this thesis went 
beyond towards another much deeper thesis where he told us: no, no 
longer at all, [50:00] the positions in space are instantaneous sections 
of the movement, but where he told us , much more profoundly: 
movement in space is a temporal section of becoming or of duration; 
movement in space is a temporal cut [Pause] of becoming or duration. 
[ Break] 


What was that going to mean? That meant that, literally, the 
movement-image was only a section of an image, what, of an image, 
should we say "deeper"? The movement-image would be the temporal 
section or the temporal perspective on [51:00] a deeper, more 
voluminous image. The movement of translation, the movement in 
space, and that seemed to us, that, so different from what we usually 
make Bergson say, and in a certain way, so interesting, this idea of a 
section temporal, from a temporal perspective and no longer a spatial 
perspective, a temporal section of a larger image. And 
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for his own part, we will see, Bergson gave it a name, to this image, 
he called it a memory-image, or the memory-image. And the 
movement-image was therefore only the temporal cut 


[52:00] of a deeper image, memory-image or memory-image. 


What was this memory? What strikes me a lot is that in many texts, 


each time even, almost each time that Bergson tries to define memory, 
he defines it not in one way, but in two ways. He defines it in two 
ways. I am taking a text from Matter and Memory. I always ask you to 
trust me a little, that is to say, you may have the impression that I am 
going back to all other things. In fact, we will find our problem very 
clear, very quickly, but I completely need this appearance of detour. 


Here is a text from the first chapter of [53:00] Matter and Memory: 
"memory in its two forms" -- so we learn that memory has two forms - 
"memory in its two forms as it covers 'a sheet of memories a 
background of immediate perception’ -- first form, it covers a 
perception with a sheet of memories; it covers a perception with a 
sheet of memories. I would say that, it is memory insofar as it 
actualizes a memory in a present perception. It updates memories, a 
sheet of memories in a present perception. This is the first aspect of 
memory. [Pause] [54:00] 


And I continue: “and also insofar as it contracts a multiplicity of 
moments”, “and also insofar as it contracts a multiplicity of 


moments”. Well, then, is that another memory? 


Are there two memories, or are there two aspects of the same? It is 
very curious. 


The first is not so difficult at first sight for us. When we are told that 
memory is what covers a perception with a sheet of memories, we say 
to ourselves, well, that's weird. Why does he speak like that? No 
doubt, we say to ourselves, it’s weird. He uses a very poetic 
expression. What does he want to say ? But we find it. It is, once 
again, memory as it actualizes memories in a perception. [55:00] 


Well, I see someone, and I say to myself, "ah yes, I met him, he's the 
one I saw yesterday at such a place", good. So I have a little sheet of 
memories that is actualized in a very simple perception. But it's also... 
Here, that's the first memory. So let's call it, keeping Bergson's word, 
let's call it "tablecloth" -- we'll see if it is necessary to substitute other 
words for it -- the memory "tablecloth". 


Then he tells us that there is another memory, one that contracts two 
moments into each other. 


Let's take the simplest case: the previous moment and the current 
moment. Oh well, at that moment, there would be memory 
everywhere, because what I call my present is a contraction of 
moments. [56:00] So this contraction is more or less tight; indeed, my 


present varies. 


My present has a variable duration, not without limits, but sometimes 
I have relatively relaxed presents, sometimes I have very tight 
presents. It all depends on what's going on. But what I call my present 
- not at each instant, I can't even say at each instant - what I call my 
present each time is a contraction of instants: I contract several 
successive instants. If we also call this second aspect memory, there is 
therefore a memory-contraction which is not at all the same thing as 
the memory-tablecloth. The first updates 
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a sheet of memories in a present perception. The second contracts 
several moments 


[57:00] in a present perception. It's not the same, okay. [ Break] 


These two aspects, contraction-sheet, why does it evoke in me 
something that concerns cinema? [Pause] If I had had time — so I 
guess known, and most of you know - if I had had time, we would 
have had to devote a session to one thing. very, very well known in 
the history of cinema, namely the problem of depth of field. When, in 
connection with certain techniques, was used or was [58:00] obtained 
a depth of field effect in the cinematic image, and then it was found in 
conditions -- it was used for a long time, it seems- he -- at one point, it 
wasn't much use anymore, the histories of cinema told us, and then, 
with new technical means, there was the resurrection operated by 
Orson Welles, and the discovery of what we would call a sequence 
shot, no longer a sequence shot, but a sequence shot with depth of 
field, good. This whole thing is well known, so much so that in other 
cases, I would have spent a long time, but here, at the point where we 
are, we have to go quickly, you grant me that. And I just say to 
myself, well, it's curious because the large images that we are always 
quoted as typical examples [59:00] of large depth-of-field images, that 
was the first with Welles, and then the process became so widespread, 
in Welles, "Citizen Kane", and in [William] Wyler — it's pronounced 
like that, huh? Wyler — at Wyler, for example, a famous film by him: 
"The Insoumise" [1938; 


"Jezebel"], good. 


Let me tell you about two depth-of-field sequence shots. In 


"The rebellious": here is a very curious sequence shot. The camera is 
low to the ground, low to the ground, level with the floor, behind the 
man's back; [60:00] so we see the man from behind, and he has a 
cane, he is in evening clothes, he has a cane, and he is squeezing, he is 
squeezing the cane with all his might. And the woman in front, we see 
her from the front, has a very, very striking, very complicated dress, 
and is staring at the man; it's a fairly long sequence shot, depth of 
field which allows, as we say, to embrace the whole of the situation, 
and to embrace it in depth. Indeed, how could we have done 
otherwise? We could have done by shot-reverse shot process; you had 
an image for [61:00] the man and his cane, and then reverse shot, the 
woman and her dress, and we understood that they were both looking 
at each other, but we couldn't see it. There, the depth of field gives 
you... Much more, we didn't see it, we could have seen it no doubt, 
but the shot-reverse shot process was ruinous, why? It was taking too 
long, in this case; it's not always like that. In this specific case, it was 
taking too long. 


There, with depth of field, you have full simultaneity. You have the 
simultaneity of the man who is clearly furious with the way the 
woman has dressed, and tries to calm the crisis that is rising in him. 
He's exactly in the situation I was in earlier, [Laughs] he can't take it 
anymore, he's going to break down, and she who is looking at him 
[62:00] with one look at a time a bit fearful and completely 
provocative. She put on a dress that makes her stand out when she is 
already in a delicate situation. All of this is going to go wrong. The 
guy is berserk, she is provocative, and there is this image which has 
remained classic, it passes for one of the very beautiful examples of 
depth of field, well. 
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Understand why I cite this long example; it's one of the very fine cases 
of contraction-images, a very fine case of contraction-images, where 
there, the depth of field ensures the contraction of a shot and a 
reverse shot or, if you prefer, of what should have been presented by 
other procedures in the form of two successive moments. 
Contaminating the two moments causes a contraction of the two 
moments. Similarly, [63:00] in a famous depth of field of 


"Citizen Kane", his second wife has just attempted suicide, and here 
too, the famous depth of field, the second wife has just attempted 
suicide, and the depth of field tells us close-up of the glass that he 


used to put his poisons, in the medium shot, the woman lying down, 
the bed and the woman lying down, and in the background, in the 
background, Kane, the character, who breaks down the door. In other 
processes, you could have had a sequence, a sequence of shots and not 
a sequence shot, that is to say you would have seen from the side of 
the door Kane [64:00] break down the door, enter in the bedroom 
where he sees his wife and the glass, so a shot sequence. There, 
Welles' famous sequence shot gives you a contraction image. 


Several moments are contracted. GOOD. 


Why do I care? You know why it matters to me. I would say, the first 
function of depth of field is to produce images-contractions. You will 
tell me these are movement-images; OK, I don't care, that's not what 
interests me. What I attribute to the depth of field, it's not... it's just 
that, operating contractions that we couldn't obtain, temporal 
contractions that we couldn't obtain without this... 


[65:00] with other means. Good. 


But should we immediately add that the depth of field also has the 
opposite effect? It's because, after all, if I took that, if I took this 
example, it's because I have an idea in my head. I mean it's well 
known that Welles, in a way, is a great filmmaker, of what? If I 
continue my very arbitrary classifications, I would say that he is part 
of a certain tradition, the great filmmakers of the time. There aren't 
that many. Even as it is not the strong thing of the Americans, the 
problem of time in the cinema, I believe that if there is an American, 
but it is not by chance that it is this one, with his side anti-American, 
[66:00] if there is an American who has really done, who has reached 
a cinema of the time, it is Welles. The great filmmakers of the time, 
you feel it's going to be... what will interest me a lot from now on is 
who? We could make a list; everyone can make their list, right? For 
me, I see immediately, in America, it's Welles; in France, it's Resnais -- 
I'm not saying they're the only ones, but... -- in Italy, it's Visconti. In 
Canada, there is one who seems prodigious to me, it is Pierre Perrault. 
But it's very special, the filmmakers who really have a problem, what? 
The time-image. 


You will tell me, of course, but that can be reconciled with the 
movement-image, all that, okay. 


But feel that we are sniffing out, making contact with a funny guy 
[67:00] 


picture. Structure, what is it? Just like in music, there are musicians 
who are musicians of time. What they set to music is time. What they 
make sound is time. But they are not better, they are not more 
brilliant than others, not more brilliant; in a sense, it is no more 
difficult to make time sound than to make space sound, or to make 
anything sound. But in the end, that supposes that a certain number of 
filmmakers, and this you will grant me even if your list varies with 
each one, with each one of us, these are filmmakers who go precisely, 
and whose entire cinema will remain, letter, not seized 
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if we do not wonder, in fact, what temporal structure is present in the 
images 


[68:00] that they show us. They make us see time. Well then, I say a 
platitude when I say that time is an obsession of Welles, okay... But 
what structure of time? 


As Robbe-Grillet said, well, Faulkner's time, for example, is not 
Proust's time, yes, okay. Well, time to... 


When is there a time problem? It's not difficult. There is a problem of 
time from the moment when time is abstracted from the form of 
succession. I say that a filmmaker is not interested in time if 
everything about time in him borrows and conforms to the form of 
succession, and by form of succession I mean, even with flashback, 
even with return backwards, backwards, flashbacks, never 
compromised the form of succession. Authors who use flashback, all 
that, are authors who have nothing to do with time even if they are 
genius in other respects. [69:00] Dealing with time is quite another 
thing, good. 


Well, I say, what is the second form... I say it is obvious, for example, 
time, the structure of time that Visconti makes us see, is also different, 
makes visible, and also it is not easy you know to make visible a 
structure of time, through a story, or what? through images, through 
optical and sound images. Again, you have to have a taste for that... 
There, I seem to be enthusiastic, but no, that's not what I like the 
most, but that's to tell you, these are very special cases. . For example, 
given equal genius, it doesn't seem to me that Godard has much to do 
with time, no; on the other hand that it is a problem of Resnais, that 
yes. 


Moreover, what has [70:00] made the marvel of the joint work of 
Robbe-Grillet and Resnais? It is that as in the great works of two, they 
have never understood each other. [Laughs] That's great. To have 
made a work as substantial as "Last year at Marienbad", by putting in 
each of the things absolutely worse than opposite, absolutely different, 
and that it still holds up, it is the sign of a work of two successful, 
that. 


From one end to the other, they did not understand each other, it is a 
marvel, a marvel. Good, but that, we may see if we have time. 


Visconti time is not Orson Welles time -- well, I'm talking nonsense 
here -- and so I'm adding, a first function of depth of field, notice yes 
okay Welles it's already a sign for us. By dint of talking to the right, to 
the left, we ended up finding little things. [71:00] Visconti, to make us 
see time, he doesn't need depth of field; it never really interested him. 
Fellini who, at certain moments, really borders on a cinema of time, 
he has no need for depth of field. I tell myself if the depth of field has 
any relationship with a time-image, it is with a very particular form of 
time-image, which will be, among others, that of Welles. 


But anyway, let's continue there in our somewhat blind quest. I say, if 
it is true that the depth of field has as its first function, to produce 
contractions, that is to say to give us contraction-images, it also has 
the apparently opposite function, namely to produce layers , produce 
tablecloths. [ End of recording] [71:55] 
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Part 2 


... And indeed, you remember how all of Welles' [72:00] films have 
something to do with an investigation into the past. Good. Everyone 
knows that. And, 


"Citizen Kane" is built in what form? [Pause] A series of separate slicks 
relating to one man's past -- Citizen Kane -- based on a blind spot: 
What does Rosebud mean? [Pause] Good. 


And in a lot of cases, the depth of field is going to come in at -- it 
doesn't matter, it's very, very secondary [73:00] whether it's 
testimonials about Kane, namely A's memories, B's memories , C's 
memories, that's the most superficial; it's not even the structure of the 
film, it's what is completely superficial in the film -- What matters is 
not that it's A's memories of Kane and then B's memories on Kane and 
then the memories of C 


on Kane. What matters is that it's Kane's past taken, taken at different 
levels of depth, as if there was a probe operating. Each time a layer is 
reached, a layer of memories, a layer of memories of which we are 
going to wonder if this layer is inserted, coincides with the question 
[74:00]: but let's see, what is meant, what was it Rosebud? Ah, does 
this tablecloth fit? No ; does this other fit? no, etc 


And this time, the depth of field will be an image-tablecloth, and it 
will intervene there like the deployment of a given tablecloth, for 
example, depth of field indicating the ratios of... 


the great images of the depth of field, it is the tablecloth linked to the 
small party that he gives at the moment, rather than his collaborators 
do for him, at the time of the success of the newspaper. You have 
there in the foreground the collaborators, in the background of the 
depth of field, the little dancers who dance, him in the middle [75:00] 
in intermediate field, all that, which corresponds to a layer of Kane's 
past. And then, you have another tablecloth with the break with the 
collaborators, all that in depth of field. 


I would say that depending on the case, therefore, the same depth of 
field -- and it is very easy to understand that the same technical means 
can have two very different effects -- the same and, I only see these 
two functions of the depth of field , sometimes it operates a maximum 
contraction between successive moments, [Pause] sometimes it 
describes a sheet of memories [Pause] 


[76:00] apt or not, or not apt, to be actualized in a present. See, 
sometimes it contracts successive moments in the present, sometimes 
it describes a layer of memories as apt or as unapt to be actualized in 
the present. In this sense, I would say that the depth of field is 
constitutive [Pause] of a very particular form of time-image, namely, 
the memory-image in its two forms: contraction and sheet, or the 
image- memory in its two forms: contraction and sheet, it being 
understood that memories can be unconscious. [Pause] [77:00] 


And I don't see what else it would be used for, depth of field. And yet 
we know, we feel that it must be used for something quite different, 
too. But in any case, it is already saying that, the structure of time in 
Orson Welles -- it would only be a beginning because we would need a 
very, very long time, but as a beginning; we have at least acquired 
that -- seems to me to have two poles: it is a bipolar structure, 
contraction-sheet, contraction of moments, sheet of 
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memories. Once again, you can conceive of very great filmmakers of 
the time in whom you absolutely did not find this structure. Good. 
[Pause] [78:00] 


But precisely -- I seem to be jumping all the time from one point to 
another but I can't do otherwise -- but precisely, can you imagine, that 
Bergson, in the second chapter of Matter and Memory - - since at the 
very beginning, we had completely commented on the first - Bergson, 
in the second chapter of Matter and Memory, launches a theme which 
is this: the past survives in two ways. [Pause] The past survives, on 
the one hand, in motor mechanisms that prolong it [Pause] [79:00] -- 
and that is memory-contraction -- and on the other hand, in memory- 
images which actualize it, which actualize it, and that is the memory- 
tablecloth. So much so that, Bergson tells us, by way of direct 
consequence, if there are these two subsistences of the past in motor 
mechanisms which prolong it and in memory-images which actualize 
it, immediate consequence: there will be two ways to recognize 
something or someone. There are two modes of recognition. [Pause] 
[80:00] This is what you need to see. The first mode of recognition -- 
you are going to see in what way, to what extent it links up with what 
we were saying previously -- the first mode of recognition, Bergson 
will call it "spontaneous" or 


“sensori-motor”, [ Pause] spontaneous or sensori-motor recognition. 


GOOD. [See L’Image-Temp, Chapter 3 for commentary on Bergson and 
associated filmmakers] 


So I'm trying to say very quickly — there, you have to remember a 
little bit what we did at the beginning, you may remember — what 
distinguished the living from things, 


[81:00] according to Bergson? When we treated everything, the living, 
things, people, everything was image, he explained to us; there are 
only pictures. But what distinguished the images that were called 
living from the images that were called inanimate? It's quite simple, 
it's that a thing undergoes an action; it has a reaction, a leaf and the 
wind, for example, and it is immediate. Whereas animals, from a 
certain stage and then us humans, especially us, we have a brain. And 
what does a brain mean? It only means a gap. In a sense, a brain is 
emptiness -- as Bergson defined it; it's a damn good definition -- a 
brain is empty. It only means that, instead of the reaction being 
immediately linked to the action, there is a gap between the action 
undergone and the reaction executed. Do you remember ? It does not 
[82:00] follow. And that's why the reaction can be new and 
unpredictable. The brain only designates a time gap, a time gap 
between the action undergone and the reaction executed. Wonderful 
brain definition. 


Bon. 


So what is recognition? I undergo an action; it means, I receive an 
excitation or I have a perception. Then I react; that means, I act 
according to my perception, and a certain gap is made between my 
perception and my action. It is in this sense that my reaction is or can 
be called "intelligent". This gap may be very small, [83:00] but there 
will still be a gap. It does not prevent that the more I take a habit, the 
smaller the gap is. If I saw someone once a year ago, and I passed 
them on the street, before saying, “hello, how are you? I need, as they 
say, the time to put it back on. Then sometimes I'm wrong - 


- I say, ah hello... uh... well, see. The more one takes a habit, the 
smaller the gap, that is to say that my action is linked immediately to 
my perception. Yes. For what ? 
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Normally the cerebral gap, what is it for then? So far Bergson has 
defined it for us in only [84:00] negative terms: the brain, once again, 


is emptiness. It is the void between, it is the interval between 
excitation and reaction. But as he tells us, it is only emptiness from 
the point of view of the movement-image, and indeed, until then, we 
had remained with the movement-image. It is only emptiness from the 
point of view of movement. It is an absence of movement or a 
molecularization of movement. Passing through the brain, the 
movement received, the excitation received is divided into an infinity 
of micro-movements. Good. It is therefore only from the point of view 
of movement that one could say, the brain is a gap. Because from 
another point of view, if there is another point of view, we will say to 
ourselves, what is it, what takes advantage of the gap to fill it? 
[85:00] What comes into this gap? 


Bergson's answer: what comes to be introduced into this gap is 
memory, memory, that is to say the other type of image. Good. 


In a recognition, in an act of sensory-motor recognition, what 
happens? Take a case: the cow recognizes grass. She makes no mistake 
about it; you let her loose in the meadow, she recognizes the grass. 
This is the case, this is the example, this is an example a common 
example of sensory-motor recognition. What does it mean ? That 
[86:00] the simple perception of this green and this form triggers in it 
the motor activity of grazing. Alright, okay, okay. 


Suppose all the same, however small he is, and however clever the 
cow, however ready to graze, it takes a little, a little, a very little 
apprenticeship; the little calf that has just been weaned, he can miss a 
tuft, huh. He passes by. Good. So I would say that sensory-motor 
recognition consists in this: that, depending on a given excitation, the 
animal shows increasingly rapid and better and better adapted 
reactions. That is to say, the perception 


[87:00] extends more and more into action. You have sensory-motor 
recognition. Good. 


But how is it that there can be learning, that is to say that the action 
can be perfected, can be better and better adapted and form an 
increasingly rapid response? It is obviously because there is a weight 
of the past, there is learning. Good. Are these memories? No. We 
cannot say -- or at least we have no reason to say, we would willingly 
say so if there were a need -- but is there a need to say that the calf 
remembers? Does he remember the grass he ate yesterday? Notice, 
me, it's different, with us it's different, because [Pause] when I recite a 
[88:00] poem by heart, I recite it by heart, but I can also remember 
times when I repeated it. Since there is no reason to think that the calf 


remembers such a time when it ate grass rather than another. In other 
words, what makes its action faster and better and better adapted? [ 
Pause recording] [88:22] 


... extends into motor mechanisms, [Pause] motor mechanisms which 
are the same as those called upon by the current perception of the 
blade of grass. If I could draw a diagram on the board, you see what it 
would look like: I would have a perception segment; a gap, the 
cerebral gap; an action segment, introducing itself into the gap, the 
memory, but the memory only intervenes here in its most contracted 
form, [89:00] that is to say, it is so contracted that it naturally extends 
into a motor mechanism. And thereby, will be ensured the 
strengthening of the driving mechanism which, under the weight of 
the past and learning, will become 
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more and more - are you following me? -- more and more efficient, 
more and more adapted. I would say that is sensory-motor 
recognition. 


First problem, which we keep aside because...: what happens if there 
is a problem with this recognition? It is necessary to plan everything. 
If there is a disturbance of this recognition, what will it be, in what 
will the disturbance consist? What will be the pathology of this 
recognition? The pathology of this recognition is if the motor centers 
are affected. [90:00] If the motor centers are affected, what will 
happen? He will no longer be able to recognize. No, he will no longer 
be able to recognize the type, he will no longer be able to recognize. 
Ah, he won't be able to recognize anymore, but what? Will he lose the 
memories? No, he will not have lost the memories. Oh hey, he won't 
have lost the memories! What do you mean, he'll have memories, and 
he won't be able to use them? That's it. He will have memories, and he 
will not be able to use them, what does that mean? He will even have 
memories intact, and he will not be able to use them; that is to say, 
the attack of the motor centers will prevent it from making the 
contraction, from prolonging the memories in motor movements 
identical to those which the perception calls. It gets complicated. 


Let us try to imagine such an abominable case. [91:00] Someone 
knows the city -- if it doesn't remind you of anything about the 
cinema, ah, it's up to you -- Someone knows the city -- Here I'm 
talking about a case, d a pathological case -- Someone knows the city 


so well that on the map, he can tell you the whole map, and after such 
a street, there is such a street, and the street, he knows it thoroughly, 
his city . And such and such a street bends, etc., etc. Good. He has the 
full map of his city. Only here, it is enough that he leaves, he does not 
recognize himself. He does not recognize himself. These are famous 
cases that enchanted nineteenth-century psychiatry, and hey, that's... 
[92:00] 


Or, a pencil, you talk to someone about a pencil, he knows very well 
what it is; you say to him, what is a pencil? He says: so it's long, it's 
sharp -- one would swear Robbe-Grillet; it is indeed in the declarations 
of aphasics that you will find completely "new novel" descriptions -- it 
is long, it is pointed, there is a mine at the end, and it is useful for 
writing. 


And he will tell you all that very well. So we pass him a pencil, and 
we tell him, you write me something. He no longer knows. He no 
longer knows. Well, what are we interested in, this fundamental 
disorder? 


It is a sensory-motor recognition disorder. It is a typical sensory-motor 
disorder. [93:00] It is a disorder of spontaneous recognition. He kept 
the memory and the understanding of the city in all its details. And he 
no longer knows how to navigate the city. GOOD. 


See, no wonder; if you understood there, this little diagram, it's very 
simple. Sensory-motor recognition does not involve any intervention 
of memories by themselves. 


It does not imply any intervention of memories as such; we totally 
agree. It is done only by excitement, action. Recognition consists in 
the fact that the action is more and more adapted to the excitation. 
[Pause] But then how can the action be perfected like this? [94:00] 
Because memories do not intervene as such, we agree. They are no 
less there. They are there. And they contract, they contract in such a 
way that they extend directly into the motor movements, these very 
motor movements that the present perception solicits. Suppose then: I 
would say, it is a recognition that is not made by memory. Yet the 
memories are there; it is a recognition that is made by contraction of 
the past in the present. It is a recognition-contraction, and not a 
recognition-sheet. If the motor disorders that ensure the 
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contraction [95:00] are reached, the memories are there, but precisely 
they no longer extend into motor mechanisms. As soon as they no 
longer extend into the motor mechanisms that present perception calls 
for. From then on, you no longer recognize, you no longer recognize 
your city, of which you nevertheless have the most perfect memory. 
But there is such a choice of troubles that... We will see that there are 
quite other troubles if this one does not suit you. 


Is it clear or not? Finally, it must be; we don't have time for anything, 
if we hadn't wasted so much time this morning. Alright, so you see. Do 
you need a little rest? 


Well, I say here we are right in the images-contractions; the 
contraction is no longer there. 


[96:00] So see that, Bergson can tell us, in his diagram of recognition, 
this sensory-motor recognition, it is quite curious, once again, it is 
done independently of memory, and yet the past is here. But the past 
is not there in the form of memory; it is there in the form of a past so 
contracted that it extends into motor mechanisms. And if the memory 
intervenes, it is only insofar as it is caught up in the contraction. But it 
is not actualized as a memory, since much more, you have the 
counter-proof: the patient I am talking about, he completely actualizes 
his memory of the city, he perfectly evokes the memory, he therefore 
has an actual memory. , an updated memory. It's no use to him 
because he can't do the contraction. Good. He lacks that aspect 
[97:00] 


fundamental of time: the contraction of moments. I would say that -- 
then there, to speak like Shakespeare, because there is a sentence that 
I love so much in Shakespeare, it is:-- "time is out of joint". The 
contraction and the sheet are the two hinges of time, that is to say 
what it revolves around. If the contraction no longer occurs, it has at 
least come out of one of its first hinges. Let's go to the other hinge. 


Are you following or are you not following at all? Because my 
question is that -- I feel like this is very... I'm not in good enough 
shape to be very clear here today, but... because if you don't follow 
this is annoying. But anyway, it's just a bad time to have, [Laughs] 
because it's not absolutely necessary [98:00] for the sequel. And yet 
if... finally... Good, second recognition. Listen, it's twenty-five past 
twelve, we're taking a five-minute rest but I'm begging you, be nice, 
don't leave, you stay under my watch because I know you, otherwise 
you'll make the doors creak. We... right there, we sleep, we sleep five 
minutes. No, three minutes. [Pause] It's like a race because if I don't 


get to the end of something there, it will be impossible to resume. You 
won't want to at first, you won't be able to take it anymore... [Sounds 
of the creaking door] And then there you go, there you go, they got 
out, they got out! [Door sounds continue] And why? To drink, to eat... 
well... [Recording paused] 


Thereupon, [Bergson] tells us, quite another kind of recognition. 
[99:00] You have attentive recognition. What type is it? You 
understand, I have a sensory-motor recognition when there is my 
pencil on the table, for example, and then I take it, and I start to 
write. It was necessary ... I did not take a fork! Ah, ah, ah. [Laughs] 
I'm laughing because you don't seem to see that was a very, very fun 
intention. So, [Laughs] I took my pencil, there was a sensory-motor 
recognition; it was not done by memory. The memories were there, 
but my pencil memories were so contracted that they naturally 
extended into the motor act, writing, which was called for by the 
situation. 
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present. So, it's all right. Thereupon I say to myself, oh dear, where is 
my pencil, where is my pencil? First, I hope that you [100:00] 
experience this constantly, if you don't remember well what you are 
looking for, you are not likely to find it; this all the time, it happens to 
us all the time, I look for my pencil, and then I say to myself, but what 
am I looking for? Yeah, I have to remember that I'm looking for my 
pencil. Or you meet someone in the street, running, you say to 
yourself, this one I saw him somewhere, so where did I see him? It's a 
whole different kind of recognition, when you can recognize it or find 
your pencil. This is not sensory-motor; never have we seen a cow 
looking for a pencil in a meadow. [Laughs] There's something else, I 
mean. Something else. Good. 


It is a recognition that Bergson will call, using the simplest word, 
« reconnaissance attentive ». 


But what is interesting is what? That's what it is. Sensory-motor 
recognition consisted in this: that my present perception was 
prolonged into action, which action [101:00] was all the more perfect 
the better my past contracted. This new recognition is completely 
different. It is no longer: my perception extends into action; but... 
but... -- [Sound of the creaking door] There, it's true, I forgot, it's the 
time when some people are leaving, it's going to start like that again... 


[ Pause] The problem is the nerves, that's it, it's the nerves. [Deleuze 
makes little comical grunts] -- So you understand there, this attentive 
recognition, it's no longer at all your perception that extends into 
action... [102:00] -- [ Sound of the creaking door ] Oh, oh, oooh, ohh, 
ooh, ooh, ohhh, ohhh, just see that it ends as it begins, that is to say a 
disaster all that, disaster. So... -- you're doing something else entirely. 
You will, for example, [ Pause; the students try to silence those who 
move or leave] you look, you look, you met someone, you say to 
yourself, but who is it? You look, and instead of a perception which is 
prolonged in action, your action, your action is very curious, it is an 
action on the spot which consists in returning to the object. You 
return to the object; you do [103:00] return to the object. Even if it is 
an object that is not there, you come back to the image of the object 
you are looking for. Make return, that is to say, you form a small 
circuit, a circuit on the spot, a minimum circuit. 


How will Bergson describe this return to the object? How will he 
define it? He will say, you go over the contours. [See Matter and 
memory, chapter II, proposal III] You go back over the outlines, that is 
to say, you apply a description of the object, description, to the object. 


You [104:00] apply a description of the object to the outlines of the 
object. What does “describe” mean here? In the most general sense: 
highlighting at least some features, not necessarily all of them. For 
example, something struck you about the guy you were passing, 
something in the back of the neck. You go back in spirit on this neck. 
See, you form a circuit, made up of your present perception and your 
present description, the contours of the thing, and the act of passing 
through the contours, a minimum circuit. [Pause] [105:00] 


That's -- you haven't found anything yet -- what's the call? Thereupon, 
you are going, as Bergson says, to make a leap, S-A-U-T, a leap, a leap 
on the spot, into what? You have strange presentiments: at such a 
level of your past, at such a level of your past. [For a discussion of 
these remarks, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 107-108] 
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I'm sorry, I'm taking an example for myself, so that all this is clear. I 
meet someone in the street, who I have the impression... Anyway, I 
haven't seen him for a long time. And I try, but at full speed; it's done 
at full speed, at full brain speed, well in my case very slowly, but 
[Laughs] there are very, very... And you try successive jumps, 


[106:00] and quite heterogeneous. It's not a single jump, and you can 
stop. Each has its destination; if you miss, you have to start the jump 
again. You say to yourself, then me, in my case, I say to myself: hey, 
first thing, that's not a guy from Paris, I didn't know him in Paris, that 
one. No. Vague print. It was not in Paris that I met him, no, no? I 
don't know ; why am I thinking this? It's because I went over the 
contours, I went over the contours well, well, it doesn't stick, with 
what? With other contours, the contours that are in my memory... of 
what? Things from Paris, things, Parisian articles, right? It's not... 


As if the lines... No. 


So I say to myself, well, I remember, I was a teacher in Lyon. Could it 
be a student from Lyon? So I say to myself, according to his age, then 
according to his head... oh well, [107:00] he does look like a 
Lyonnais. [Laughs] Didn't I meet this guy in Lyon? What am I jumping 
to? I jump to, and at the level of a layer of memories, my layer of 
Lyon memories. And plop, I fall; something told me, no. It doesn't 
stick. I feel like it doesn't fit. Oh, so what do I say to myself? So, well, 
no, it must not be Lyon. I come back to my present, I go back again -- 
if it's not gone, [Laughs] otherwise I go back to my image that I kept -- 
oh I settle down: ah maybe it was at Paris, but in my early childhood. 
Would we have been classmates then? I say to myself... You 
understand, I might have an answer... it's like a computer, what, such 
a program; I [108:00] launch this program, high school program, or 
small class. So it risks answering “no”, or it risks answering “yes”; ah, 
good, and if it answers yes, but then in which class? Was it in eleventh 
grade? Well... all that. 


See, I settle down, I make jumps that will bring me this level of 
memories, such another level of memories, such another level of 
memories. If I get to the right level, before I know who it is, I feel like 
that's where it's at. It's very curious there, these kinds of experiences of 
"ah, that's right," before knowing what it is. I say to myself, indeed, it 
is a Lyonnais, but yes, it is sure, it can only be a Lyonnais! So indeed, 
if I ironed, for example... on that, clever, clever as I can be, I say to 
him, “what time is it? », [109:00] he answers me with an 
unmistakable accent. [Laughs] I am of course my good level, I am at 
the right layer of memories. How are you. On that, I can be sure of 
myself, I say to him, "isn't it in Lyon that we met? “But I have already 
done all the work. [Laughs] Do you understand? 


There, what is the figure of recognition? I started from, I would say, 
the most contracted circuit. But you see, it is no longer the contraction 
of earlier at all. What I now call the most contracted circuit or the 


minimum circuit is this circuit by which I started from the contours, 
the lines, and went back to the contours. I ironed and did not stop 
ironing on the contours; I was training my basic minimum circuit. 
From there, I jumped -- 


no longer need to talk about "ply", [110:00] which is a bit of a 
confusing word -- I was jumping in deeper and deeper circuits, in 
stepped circuits, and at each circuit, there was a whole region from 
my past, until I stumbled upon the right circuit. So at that time, what 
was going on? The memories of this circuit, what were they doing? 
Well you 
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see, they no longer contracted; they were actualized in such a way 
that I appropriated the useful memory. And what, in this case, is 
useful memory? It is no longer at all a memory contracted with other 
memories; it is a memory whose lines [111:00] coincide with the lines 
of the thing that I perceived. [ Break] 


The figure, if this time I make a figure of this second form of 
recognition, I would make a very small circle which would be like the 
common point of larger and larger circles. You see ? 


I won't; it should be done on the blackboard. I make a point, which is 
the common point of several circles inside each other, becoming wider 
and wider. You follow me ? Eh ? 


Everything easy. That is the schema of attentive recognition. 


So I can say now for convenience, [112:00] I find my two structures of 
time, my two temporal structures: contraction, memory-contraction; 
and the memory that I would say, now I no longer need a "tablecloth", 
the circuit-memory. A plurality, I will look for the memory I need in 
the circuit of the past that is able to provide it to me. If I fail, well I 
fail; I did not find the memory; the memory remains unconscious as 
they say. If I miss my jump -- especially since these circuits, you 
understand, they don't pre-exist ready-made -- I gave myself the best 
part by giving myself a "Lyon" circuit, an "early childhood" circuit. 
Each of us can do that, but in fact, these circuits are electrical circuits, 
which are created at the time and depending on the situation, and 
which are not always the same for the same individual, which vary 
enormously. [113:00] 


For example, I can have a circuit and I can do a "love" circuit. That is 
particularly moving. I meet someone and I say to myself: is it someone 
I loved? Or hated, I can do a “hate” circuit. Ah, that one... [Laughs] -- 
Today, it suits me better, there then, it's more suited to my case, you 
see... -- Well, I meet him, so it's terrible, that , it is terrible after all; 
there is nothing to laugh about, meeting someone you may have loved 
and whom you hardly recognize. There is no... oh my example is sad. 
Can something like this happen? No, that can't happen. So an example 
is like this. So you see? Alas, it happens. Well, there it is. 


Okay, I have my two diagrams. But I said trouble, trouble, trouble. 
[114:00] I said, what was the problem with the first diagram? In fact, 
I don't have two figures of time, I have four. Because I come back to 
my first disorder, sensory-motor recognition disorder. It was a funny 
thing, this disorder. The memories were there. I would say, all circuits 
were intact. Notably, for example, in my example, the city circuit was 
there. Only the memories no longer contracted in the sensory-motor 
present. So I was in the following situation, if I try to describe the 
disorder: I was in a present that I did not recognize; [Pause] I was 
both in a present that [115:00] I did not recognize, and in a past that I 
recognized, but which I could no longer use. [Pause] The past was 
kept, but it stood in a kind of clash, unable to contract anymore. He 
stood in a kind of terrifying face to face with a present that I no longer 
recognized. You see ? 


Attentive recognition will also have a fundamental problem. If you 
have followed me, suppose that my circles - see, you have to 
understand this figure once again - I start from my little circuit, 
[116:00] present circuit which is like a point. And from 
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this point, I trace larger and larger circles, interior to each other, 
which have this common point on their periphery. I can say that all 
circles merge only at this point. Otherwise, they have centers, they 
have radii, variable, different diameters. 


Can't you see my drawing? Whether ? Oh dear. [Deleuze takes a 
paper] A paper, a paper, you'll see, you'll see.... Alas! Oh I do very 
moving circles. So. 


[Pause] [Laughs] They're pretty, huh? [117:00] Everyone got it, okay. 


So what can happen? Attentive recognition disorder. What is 


happening ? I would say, this time it is, in a way, the memories that 
are no longer actualized. 


In the previous case, the memory was perfectly actualized. Memories 
are no longer updated, but what does that mean? That means I'll be 
fine with my virtual circuits, [Pause] 


I have all my virtual circuits, in a way, I don't have possession of 
them, but they are there. 


I have all my virtual circuits, but they no longer coincide, they no 
longer coincide in the common point of their periphery. [Pause] 
[118:00] So that each of these circuits will have something like a 
present at its periphery, will have a present which will be the same as 
that of the others, that is to say the present of now, but this does not 
will not be the same present. This present will not have the same 
content at all. Terrible disease, which one is worse? Which is worse? 
This time, I will no longer find myself in a kind of alternative; in the 
first case, I was in an alternative, literally, which I would call an 
undecidable alternative. Otherwise, I find myself in indiscernible 
confusion. My virtual circuits from the past, I can't distinguish, 
distinguish them 


[119:00] from each other. I can no longer distinguish the different 
levels of my past, any more than I can distinguish the levels of my 
past from my current present. In other words, each of the circuits has 
a present present which does not coincide with the present present of 
the other. And I am forced at that moment to live all these current 
presents at the same time. 


Well, listen we can't take it anymore, I sum it up. But that should have 
been a whole session, all that. 


So okay, don't worry about it. I take an example, because in fact, my 
object was to get there for the next time, to be... to start again on 
healthier, clearer things. I say, understand, there is no longer a 
problem for us. Let's take an example. 


I was saying, the first two structures of time that [120:00] I see 
emerging clearly are, with the depth of field, the time-contraction and 
the time-sheet or circuit. And it seemed to me to fit very well with... 
well, at the beginning, with an introduction, if you will, with what 
could have been an introduction to time at Welles there. Take my first 
trouble, my first recognition trouble. A disturbance, we understand, a 
disturbance can reveal to us something about time which is not itself a 


disturbance. What interests me is not at all whether it is a disorder or 
not; what interests me is: is it another structure of time or not? In the 
first case of disorder, sensory-motor recognition disorder, I find myself 
in a strange situation, since [121:00] remain in radical confrontation, 
once again, a present in which I no longer orient myself and I no 
longer recognize myself, and a memory that I no longer use. I would 
say, I am in the situation of an encounter and an unbearable tete-a- 
tete between a present that is only optical, and a memory that no 
longer has anything psychological about it. [ Break] 


In my opinion, I say it very quickly, that would also be an 
introduction -- and I insist on introduction -- a possible introduction to 
the study of time in Resnais. [Pause] [122:00] And 
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it is for the same place and the same people the structure of "Last year 
in Marienbad", at the basic structure. Of course, it gets a lot more 
complicated. And, it is then, by a very, very curious refinement, it is 
also the basic structure, but according to two different places, which 
stand in this confrontation, Hiroshima, Angers, with different people 
this time- here, but the same temporal structure is applied there, and I 
believe that precisely because the places are different in this case, in 
"Hiroshima mon amour", the temporal process, the temporal structure 
gains in richness, gains a kind of richness fantastic. [123:00] Well, if 
you grant me that -- and again, these are only very timid introductions 
-- let's look for the other disorder. 


See the other trouble, it is that my present present has literally 
multiplied, volatilized, into as many different and simultaneous 
presents as there are virtual circuits of memory, as there are virtual 
circuits of the past. [Pause] Let me take an example. On a level of the 
past, the rapture had not taken place. On a level of the past, the 
rapture has taken place. At another level of the past, it was the event 
that was taking place. [124:00] Take these three circuits. Consider 
that they no longer merge in relation, that they no longer merge in a 
point which would be an "actual" present. [Pause] Each circuit stands 
for itself virtually with its present. And the three presents -- the 
present in relation to which the event, the rapture took place; the 
present in relation to which the rapture has not yet taken place; the 
present of the rapture itself -- 


will form a sort of broken line where I will no longer be able to 


distinguish between what has passed, nor what is present, nor what is 
future. I will have constituted an indistinguishable block. [125:00] 


In one case, I was in an undecidable alternative, Angers, Hiroshima; 
Hiroshima, Angers. 


In the other case, I am in an undecidable block -- no, indiscernible, 
sorry -- in an indiscernible block. Has the rapture taken place, is it 
going to take place, is it taking place? Much more, all that I am doing 
so that it does not take place, isn't that what makes it take place? 
Those who know have recognized there in my example of the 
abduction a typical Robbe-Grillet film, the one called "The Game with 
Fire" [1975]. 


But I say in conclusion, the marvel is that, between Robbe-Grillet and 
Resnais, when they worked together, why did Robbe-Grillet, who is 
less nice, I find, than Resnais [126:00 ] - Resnais, he always gave, 
every time he worked with someone, he gave someone the maximum 
-- Robbe-Grillet about "Marienbad", he says all the time, my film , my 
film, he does not hesitate to say that Resnais did not understand. But I 
don't think he understood something; it is because, in fact, Resnais 
understood something completely different from him, and what 
Resnais understood was no less interesting than what Robbe-Grillet 
understood. 


Because, what is very curious in a film as bizarre as "Last year in 
Marienbad", is that Robbe-Grillet sees in it a temporal structure which 
is not at all the same as that which Robbe-Grillet sees in it... that 
Resnais sees in it. This is why it is very often said that Resnais 
considers that there was a last year in Marienbad, while Robbe-Grillet 
in famous texts explains that one must be an idiot to believe that there 
had a last year in Marienbad, 


[127:00] there was no last year in Marienbad. 


Anyway, I'm not sure that the idiot is Resnais. I mean, neither of them 
are stupid. But it goes without saying that Resnais is not talking 
nonsense at all, when he says me, I prefer to believe that there is 
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had a last year in Marienbad, because the conception of time in this 
film, as we can relate it to Resnais, involves the confrontation between 
a present that is no longer recognized and a past that no longer serves. 


So at all costs there must have been, otherwise the temporal structure 
collapses. And it is not at all because Resnais is more, is less of a 
philosopher than Robbe-Grillet; on the contrary, the temporal scheme 
of Resnais seems to me much more complex as a scheme -- since here, 
I am only saying what seems to me to be the very beginning -- much 
more complex. Whereas in the Robbe-Grillet case, indeed, there 
cannot have been [128:00] a last year [in Marienbad] for the simple 
reason that he takes the other temporal structure, namely, a structure 
of indistinguishable blocks, where the circuits coexist, each one 
having its present, without my being able to distinguish between the 
presents. Therefore, there cannot have been, since in effect, it is 
present? It's from the past ? is it from the future? The question has lost 
all meaning. What counts is just the coexistence of all these circuits, 
each with a present, a present where it's already done, a present 
where it's not yet done, a present where it's in the process of being TO 
DO. 


Let us redouble the difficulties. Because it is not enough to oppose 
Resnais and Robbe-Grillet; once again, admire what a work... It's still a 
very great film, this thing. And they did it by not understanding each 
other, and it's not enough not to understand each other to achieve 
something. But I say that there is a very special way of not 
understanding each other, which [129:00] at that moment is surely 
great. And I say, to complicate things, but you could say the two 
structures -- the Resnais structure and the Robbe-Grillet structure -- 


they coexist. If you favor a little bit the character of the woman in 
"Last year in Marienbad", it is obvious that it is Resnais who is right: 
there was a last year in Marienbad; [Pause] There was a last year in 
Marienbad. At the same time, the woman does not recognize herself. It 
does not recognize itself in the present, and it does not recognize man. 
Yes, it is obvious. If you favor men, Robbe-Grillet is right. [Pause] 
There was no last year at Marienbad. So I'm not making an easy 
synthesis here, not at all; it is not at all [130:00] a synthesis. I say, this 
film is based on two extremely different temporal structures, of which 
we can, it seems to me, of which we can legitimately -- well, with 
reasons, with certain reasons -- relate one to Resnais' own 
contribution, and the other to Robbe-Grillet's own contribution. 


But what am I in the process of... -- to finally finish -- what I have just 
tried to outline, that should have been the program for another year, 
namely the problem of images -time at the cinema. I might add some 
things next time, but what I take away from that is, you see, I would 
say, if I summarize my conclusion to tie it into the whole, what I 
called the optical images and pure sound images are images which 


imply [131:00] or which mimic a recognition disorder, [Pause] and 
which, therefore, these pure optical and sound images, can -- I do not 
say that it is necessary, one will see that there are other cases -- may, 
it may happen that these optical and sound images enter into a direct 
relationship with complex temporal structures [Pause] which will be 
the subject of cinema, which will be the subject of a film, as they can 
be the subject of a musical work, as they can be the subject of a 
literary work. In this respect, the cinema is absolutely [132:00] not 
condemned to the completely uninteresting process of flashbacks or 
succession or return etc., etc. So next time, we'll see those reports. 
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Countess: Can I comment? Can I comment? About what you said 
about "Last year in Marienbad", maybe it's ultimately the important 
thing, it's not whether the event took place or not. In the film by 
Resnais and Robbe-Grillet, the important thing is to get out of the 
labyrinthine space of the castle which is held by the master of the 
game. It doesn't matter if the event took place or not! The important 
thing is to get out of a rehearsal space. 


Deleuze: You, Countess, I'm not against it; you say something else, you 
say something else that no longer concerns time. I specify that I have 
not..., I do not think... Indeed, I am like you. 


Countess: "Last Year in Marienbad", [133:00] is not a film about time. 
Deleuze: Ah okay, that okay, then... okay, okay. [ End of recording] 


[2 :13 :08] 


